Ranking Accounting Ph.D. Programs and Faculties Using Social Science Research
Network Downloads
Introduction
Rankings of accounting Ph.D. programs and faculties are useful to accounting Ph.D. students, faculties and administrators. Prospective Ph.D. students use rankings for choosing a Ph.D. institution compatible with their objectives (e.g. relative emphasis on research versus teaching). Graduating Ph.D. students and faculty members seeking to move employ rankings for deciding upon faculty positions. Administrators utilize rankings for obtaining additional funding from alumni, attracting Ph.D. students, and retaining faculty.
The most common ways to rank Ph.D. programs and faculties are based on perception, publication, or citation. Carpenter et al. (1974) use perceptions of accounting educators and researchers to rank accounting faculty and doctoral programs. A limitation of the survey approach is perceptions may reflect an institution's general academic reputation rather than its reputation in accounting research. Trieschmann et al. (2000) find faculty research rankings are significantly different from academic program rankings (e.g. MBA program), and that research performance is inconsistent across disciplines within business schools. Thus, schools having strong MBA programs based on popular press rankings (i.e. U.S. News and World Report; Business Week) may not be especially strong on the research dimension.
1
A second way to measure research productivity is via publications in academic journals (e.g. Bazley and Nikolai 1973 , Bublitz and Kee 1984 , Jacobs et al. 1986 , Hasselback and Reinstein 1996 . These rankings are influenced significantly by inclusion or exclusion of certain journals (Trieschmann et al. 2000) . Journal selection may not be representative of the total journal research output (Bazley and Nikolai 1973; Christensen et al. 2002) . Also, there is no universally accepted set of quality rankings for accounting journals.
The third way to rank Ph.D. programs and faculty is to determine the number of citations a doctoral graduate or a faculty member receives (Brown and Gardner 1985) . Like perception and publication analyses, citation has limitations. Citations suffer from halo effects, authors citing editors and potential reviewers (Brown and Gardner 1985) , negative citations (Croom 1970) , authors' failure to cite, self-citation, and the limitation of the primary citation database, Social Science Citation Index, which covers only about 10 percent of the academic literature (MacRoberts and MacRoberts 1989) , and it applies to formal communications, failing to capture informal influences (Edge 1979 ).
We use a new approach to rank doctoral programs and faculty. We measure research productivity by the number of downloads received to individuals' working papers posted to the Social Science Research Network (SSRN). The SSRN, which facilitates worldwide dissemination of social science research, reaches over 35,000 people in approximately 70 countries (source: www.SSRN.com).
A download approach has several advantages versus perception, publication, and citation. Unlike the perception approach, the download procedure directly measures a type of research performance of individual accounting researchers. Number of downloads proxies for interest and research impact (Pinkowitz 2002) . Unlike the publication approach, the download procedure does not require selection of particular journals. And unlike the citation approach, downloads offer a mechanism for acknowledging informal influence of authors. 2 2 SSRN claims that it "encourages readers to communicate directly with other subscribers concerning their own and other's research," facilitating informal communications. Heavily downloaded working papers are more likely to receive comments from readers.
A download procedure also has disadvantages. Like the citation approach, the download method can create a halo effect if working papers by popular authors are more likely to be downloaded. There are reasons to download working papers aside from research interest (e.g., class assignment; hot topic) so download is a noisy measure of quality. In theory, authors can download their papers as often as they like, producing something akin to a self-cite effect.
Faculty members who do not post their working papers to the SSRN are ineligible for inclusion in our study. Some highly regarded individuals choose not to post their working papers; others post preliminary papers. Financial accounting researchers are relatively more likely than other accounting researchers to post their working papers to SSRN, and papers posted by financial faculties tend to be downloaded more often (Brown 2002) . We mitigate this problem below, but we cannot completely eliminate it. To the extent that the weaknesses of the approach pertain to specific Ph.D. programs or accounting faculties, a download approach is biased.
Similar to Ph.D. program and faculty ranking studies based on perception, publication, or citation, we recognize the weaknesses of the technique and allow the reader to interpret whether the procedure is sufficiently free from bias to provide incremental information regarding rankings.
The remainder of our study is divided into five sections. Section 2 discusses data and methodology. Sections 3 and 4 discuss our doctoral program rankings and faculty rankings, respectively. Section 5 presents supplemental analyses, and section 6 summarizes findings and presents limitations.
Data and Methodology
As of August 21, 2002, we obtain a listing from the SSRN website (www. SSRN.com) of the top 1000 authors whose papers are most heavily downloaded from the inception of the network. According to SSRN, the top 1000 authors represent less than 1% of all authors posting their working papers to the network. We retain 185 individuals included in Accounting Faculty Directory 2002 -2003 (Hasselback 2002 Hasselback (2002) does not provide the status of the 85 individuals who graduated before 1960 so we assume that they have retired. We use information in the back rather than the front of Hasselback (2002) because the faculty member must be in the back of the book to be in the numerator, and we seek to put both the numerator and denominator on a common footing. pre-1982, 1982-1991, and 1992-2001 . -1982 - , 9.5 in 1982 - -1991 - , and 11 in 1992 - . Texas ranks 12.5 pre-1982 - , 16.5 in 1982 - -1991 -1982 - , 16.5 in 1982 - -1991 - , and 11 th in 1992 - . MIT is unranked pre-1982 - , 9.5 in 1982 - -1991 - and 16.5 in 1992 .
Purdue drops in the rankings from 6.5 pre-1982 to 16.5 in 1992-2001 (it is unranked in 1982-1991 (Florida, Oxford and UCLA are unranked pre-1982; Lancaster and Oxford are unranked 1982-1991; and Florida and UCLA are unranked 1992-2001) . Table 2 provides rankings based on the ratio of total heavily downloaded graduates to the total number of the institution's Ph.D. graduates (i.e., its heavily downloaded plus its nonheavily downloaded Ph.D. graduates). Similar to Table 1, Panel A of Table 2 shows the overall rankings since the program's inception; Panels B, C and D respectively provide rankings for pre-1982, 1982-1991 and 1992-2001 . Table 2 about here in Table 1 to 1 in Table 2 ), MIT (14 to 3), Oxford (24.5 to 3), Lancaster (24.5 to 8), British
Adjustment for Size of Ph.D. Program
Columbia (20 to 9), and Purdue (14 to 12.5). All seven programs with 100 or more graduates move down in the rankings: Michigan (2.5 to 10), Washington (7.5 to 16), Penn State (14 to 19), Ohio State (20 to 22), Texas (9.5 to 23), Michigan State (20 to 25), and Illinois (20 to 26). -1982, 1982-1991, and 1992-2001 . Table 3 about here Table 3 , ranks first with 85.7% of its faculty members being SSRN top authors. Rochester rankings second, up from 13 th in the Table 3 rankings. Table 4 about here
Faculty Rankings

No Adjustment for Faculty Size
----------------------------------------------- New
Adjusting for Faculty Size
All of the schools with fewer than 10 accounting faculty members improve in the rankings. For example Yale leaps from 31.5 in the Table 3 rankings to a tie with Stanford for 6.5 in Table 4 . British Columbia (31.5 to 12), Carnegie Mellon and Georgetown also show considerable improvement in rankings after adjusting for faculty size (both jump from 31.5 to 20). In contrast, schools with over 20 accounting faculty members drop precipitously: Illinois (8 to 25), Hong Kong Science (13 to 22), and Texas-Austin (13 to 27).
Supplemental Analyses
Ph.D. Program Rankings
Brown (2002) for total has little impact on the Table 1 rankings. Table 5 about here
------------------------
-------------------------
10 Admittedly, this is a noisy way to classify research area but there is no obvious way to do a better job of classifying faculty by research area that is not cost prohibitive. Using Hasselback (2002) (non-financial) research drop (rise) when we move from financial to non-financial rankings. Table 6 presents Ph.D. program rankings for financial and non-financial after adjusting for program size. These rankings are based on the ratio of total number of heavily downloaded graduates with teaching/research areas in financial (non-financial) to individuals graduating from the Ph.D. program with financial (non-financial) teaching/research interests. Table 6 about here
------------------------
-------------------------
Rochester ranks first in both the financial and non-financial rankings. Nine of the top 10 schools in Panel A of Table 6 are the same as those in the top 10 of the Table 2 
Faculty Rankings
Tables 7 and 8 respectively provide faculty rankings in a manner similar to Tables 5   and 6 . Panel A of Table 7 presents faculty rankings based on number of highly downloaded SSRN authors with financial teaching/research interests. Eight of the top 10 schools in Panel A of Table 7 are the same as those on the top 10 list of Table   7 reveals that only six of the top 10 schools in Table 3 rank 10 th or higher in the non-financial rankings. Rochester, Hong Kong Science, City University of HK, and Penn State rank 10 th or above in the non-financial rankings, but are not in the top 10 rankings of Table 3 . Not surprisingly, the two schools that rank in the top 10 of Table 3 but below 10 th in Panel A of Table 7 (Cornell and Washington) rank in the top 10 of Panel B of Table 7 .
----------------------- Table 7 about here Table 4 rankings. In the non-financial rankings (Panel B) British Columbia, Washington, and Chicago, which rank below 11 th in the Table 4 rankings, move to 10 th or higher.
----------------------- Table 8 about here
Summary and Limitations
We use a new procedure to rank Ph.D. programs and faculties. We base our rankings on individuals listed in Hasselback (2002) , whose working papers are heavily downloaded by the Social Science Research Network (SSRN). To be included in our Ph.D. program rankings, a school must have graduated two or more individuals whose body of working papers posted to the SSRN has been heavily downloaded. For inclusion in the faculty rankings, a school must employ two or more accounting faculty members whose body of working papers posted to the SSRN has been heavily downloaded. We provide rankings on numerous dimensions.
We present Ph.D. program rankings both unadjusted and adjusted for program size.
We show Ph.D. program rankings since inception of the program and for degrees granted during three consecutive periods: pre-1982, 1982-1991, and 1992-2001 . We provide separate Ph.D. program rankings for graduates without regard to their teaching/research area as well as for graduates dichotomized by financial versus other, non-financial teaching/research area.
We provide faculty rankings both unadjusted and adjusted for faculty size. We show faculty rankings regardless of when faculty received their degrees and for faculties receiving their degrees during three consecutive periods: pre-1982, 1982-1991, and 1992-2001 2 8 0.2500 3 0 n/a n/a n/a 0 n/a n/a n/a 2 n/a n/a n/a -82, 1982-1991, and 1992-2001 . We could not identify the graduation year of two graduates. Ph.D degree after the Hasselback's Directory went to press. In addition to the overall faculty rankings (Panel A), they were included in the most recent period faculty rankings (Panel D).
2) Peter Pope was excluded from our doctoral program rankings but was included in our faculty rankings. In addition to the overall faculty rankings (Panel A), he was included in the pre-1982 faculty rankings (Panel B) based on the graduation year of his highest degree (MA). Hasselback's Directory went to press. In addition to the overall faculty rankings (Panel A), they were included in the most recent period faculty rankings (Panel D). 
